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The instructional staff at the Southeast Alternatives 
(SEA) prograa operated by the Hinneapolis Public Schools were 
surveyed to determine their reaction to the SEA program. The tvo 
lajor objectives of the survey were to obtain staff opinion on issues 
concerning the program as well as progress toward achieving SEA major 
goals. The major findings of the report were: (1) more staff members 
were satisfied with the program at their school than with the total 
SEA program; (2) many staff members felt that the SEA program within 
their schools produced a better educational program than provided by 
non*-SEA schools in the following; cognitive skills, affective 
learning, producing an appropriate disciplinary atmosphere, serving 
the needs of minority students and students from low income families. 
Other findings included the impact of funding source on staff morale 
and the need for an intense training of staff members for each new 
alternative program. (DEP) 
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BACKGROUND AND PRXEDURES FOR IMPISMENTATION OF THE SURVEY 

Four times since the beginning of the Southeast Alternatives project 
in September, 1971, parents of students in SEA schools have been given the 
opportunity to express their opinions through twitten or interview surveys. 
As SEA is currently in its third year, the Internal Evaluation Team suggested 
to the SEA Management Team* that it seemed B^Jpropriate to also survey the 
staff members in the project. With the Management Team's fi«>piwal, the 
evaluation team began drafting a survey instrument. 

The instrument was designed to serve two purposes. It would provide 
a way to solicit general staff opinion on a number of significant issues, 
ijxcluding staff reactions to the progress being made toward achieving SEA's 
major goals. The instrument also included items concerning a number of specific 
evaluation tasks to be carried out by the evaluation team. Many evaluation 
activities call for assessing staff opinion and it was thought more desirable 
to get this all at once through a conprehensive survey, rather than continu- 
ally hitting staff members with a number of smaller opinion questionnaires 
and interviews. 

Copies of the initial draft of the survey instrument were sent to 
nearly 100 people, both within and outside the project. About 20 people made 
suggestions to the evaluation team concerning changes and additions. As a 
result of this process many changes were made in the selection and wording 
of items, though most of the ccaitent categories from the original draft 
ranained covered in the final draft of the instrument. 



* A decision maldng groTjp in Southeast Alternatives consisting of the SEA 
director, principals of the SEA schools, and managers of major K»12 programs. 



The questionnaires were delivered to SEA staff meirtbers who were to 
return them> coii$)leted> to the Internal Evaluation Team in an attached 
"school mail" envelope. The figures below show the percentage rate of 
qizestionnaire retiun for each of the groups identified in the survey. 

Number of Number of 

Questicmaires Questicsmaires Rate of 



Groiy"^ Sent Returned Return 

SEA Management Team 12 11 92^ 

InstrucUonal Staff alt? 50 

Educational Support Staff hi 32 6B% 

AU Respondents 206 ?3 U$% 



Instructional Staff is basical!!y made up of teachers. Educational Svapport 
Staff includes counselors^ social workers, curriculum specialists, evalu- 
ators, community resource coordinators, and other support positions. 
Rosters of each of these groups can be found on pp» 37,3d, 
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USE OP THE DATA 



The coB^rehenaive nature of the survey calls for different parts of the 
data to be used in different waars* Thus, while the tabulations of sxirvey 
items for all respondents are shown on pages 5-13, analysis of items 
and conclusions included in the general report wiH focus only on survey 
items pertaining to SEA-'wide issues. Azxalysis of, and. conclusions f^om 
survey iteios that pertain to specific programs or groups of people will be 
included in a number of smaller special reports to be distributed to erovpa 
in SEA and the Minneapolis Public Schools which can make the most direct use 
of the Information. The chart on the following page, shows for each content 
section of the questionnaire the plan for dissemination and soae suggested 
uses of the infoxmtion. 



TABULATIONS OP SURVET ITEMS FOR ALL RESPONDENTS 



Keys SA=strongly agree A*agree U*uncertaln D^dlsagree 
SD=strong3y disagree DA»do€sn*t s^pJy to me 



Age o£ Respondents (N*85) 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 




Experience of Respondents in Teaching or Other Non-Administrative School 
Positions, Public or Private (including 1973-7U) (N»81*) 

Tre,sO-k 5-8 9-12 13-16 17-20 21-2li lit 

25l 25f 1% TIT tT" "ir* 

Residence of Respondents (N"93) 

In Southeast tfels. In Mpls . « Non-Southeas t Non-tfols. 

ft 

Family of Respondents (N«90) 

Have School-ajge Children Don»t Have School-age Children 
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Item 7 (N-93) 

Overall, I an satisfied with the way the program at my school is developing. 

SA^ JL -iL -2- SI 

18^ he% l$% h% 9% 

Item 8* 

Overall, I an satisfied with the way the SEA program as a whole is developing. 
SA A U D SD DA 

W 21% iS? ^ 

Item 9 (N»91) 

An adequate program of educational alternatives should provide options to the "right" 
as well as to the "left" of center. 

SA A • g D SD DA 
JbSjS 1*0^ 9^ 158 ISK 

Item 10 (N=93) 

The four major goals of the Southeast Alternatives project have been made clear to me, 

SA A ^ Jl, SD PA 
iST 55? 20% 16% 10% 

Item 11 (N*93) * 

A conscious effort is being made in Southeast Alternatives to monitor progress 
being made toward meeting the major SEA goals. 

SA A U D SD DA 

loT www ^ - 

Item 12 (N»93) . . . , 

The addition of the federal money has been good for Southeast school programs. 

SA A U D SD DA 
W W W W 

Item 13 (N*93) 

The addition of the federal mon^ has been detrimental to Southeast staff 
relationships. 

SA A U D SD _DA^ 
IT 13f W 33? 3^ 

Item Ih (M=92) ^ , 

I was given tte chance to make real choice's about ny assignment in the SEA school 

where I am located. 

A U D SD DA 



SA U D SD "A 

^ tt w ^ w^ 
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^If"you felt^you did not have an adequate background to handle all facets of the 
iosuLn you^Serfassign^ to when you first became part of SEA, did SEA provide 
you either formally or informally, with the additional training you needed. 

No I fait m b ackground 
25? was adequate 

^^"^uidergradLte and/or graduate background trom college was an inadequate preparation 
for the position I was assigned to in SEA. 

"IT 2l3r ^ W 25r TST^ 



^WhL^SEA^b^gL in .fall, 1971, did you want to transfer to a school other than the 
one you were in but stayed where you were due to lack of desirable position 
openings elsewhere? 

Yes No I wasn*t in a Southeast school when 
^ 51? SEA^began, 

The findings from Items 18-22, which pertain to the SEA Director, have ty P''^**^,^ . . ^ , 
agreeJS^been given to the Southeast Community Educational Council whose constitutional 
functions Include evaluating the SEA director. The Council will discuss these 
findings with the SEA director. Dr. James Kent, and will then decide on whether or not 
these findings should be made public. 



Item 23 (N-93) , ^ * 

The Internal Evaluation Team (Level I) has provided enough useful Information to 

Justify its existence. 

SA A, U J, -2^ 

IT w ^ w lar - 

ft 

The project-wide information produced by the Level I Team, such as reports on student 
mobility and parent opinion surveys, has been useful to B?yself or the staff at w 
school. 

SA A U D SD DA 
IT W II? ^ ^ ^ 

^^e school^specific information produced Isy Level I Team members, such as the work of 
the evaluators housed at Marcy, Free School, and MDHS, and work done with CAM at 
Tuttle and Pratt/Motley, has been useful to ayseU or the staff at n«r school. 

^A. A U D ^ ^ 
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Item 26 CN«0^) ^ 
Indicate belo\y how much voice you thiiik the listed groups currently have AMD 
should have in determining the use of Level I evaluaUon resources t 









sh 


ould ha 


ve 




a lot 
of voice 


voice 


lit Lie or 
no voice . 




•i lot 
of voice 


some 
voice 


little or 
no voice 


administrators 


5858 




258 




5358 


i|o58 


15K 


teachers 


11458 


7251 


11*58 




5958 






parents 


133K 


5558 


3258 




ias8 


5838 


138 


students 


$% 


3038 


6538 




2358 


7258 


558 



Item 27 (N=92) 

The Management Team deals Mich in^ortant issues in SEA. 
SA A U D SD 

W m W u 



Item 28 (N*93) 

I feel adequately represented the present membership of the Management Team, 

SA A U D SD ^ 
TSr 29f 331 ITT ^ 1 
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Item 29 (N«91) , . ^ ^ ^ ^ 

The Management Team fails to keep staff members adequately informed about Its 

considerations and decisions. 

SA A U JL SD DA 
22? W 26J8 6J6 

Iteift 30 (N-91) 

The Management Team has given staff the leadership needed to make the project run 
smoothly. 

SA A U D SD DA 
'W W ?7f 21? ^ 

Item 31 (N=93) ^ . x or.. 

The Minneapolis Public Schools central admiaiistratlon gives adequate support to S£A. 

SA A U D SD DA 
W 31? W ^ - 

Item 32 (N«91) 

The Southeast Council has been effective in advising the SEA Director. 
SA A ^ J2, .J^ 

IjST 13? ^ l2? ^ - 

Item 33 (N-90) 

The Southeast Council does not give enough consideration to the liiqportant Issues in SEA. 
-SA A U D SD JDA^ 

12 

-8- 



Item 3U (K-89) 

The representation on the Council is fair enough for the job the Council has to do. 





SA A U D 
ISf 555 22$ 7% 

Item 35 (N-90) 

SEX has been more effective than a traditional program In getting community 
members to participate in school programs. 



3A A U D 
h2% ia.% Q% 6% 




DA 



Item 36 (N=90) 

SEA has not been as effective as a traditional program in getting community members 
involved in decision-malcing concerning school programs . 

SA A U D SD DA 

•IT "Tf 1^% Uss 1^ " 

Item 37 (N=90) 

To what degree should the community be involved in decision-making? 



Participation on 
decision-malcing 
bodies 

55? — 



Participation on 
groups that advise 
decision maJcers 



Informal personal 
ix^ut to decision 

makers 

2? 



There is no real need 

for community involve"- 

meat in decision-making 




Item 38 (N=90) 

sea's educational programs lack the proper coordination to insure smooth student 
transition from one age/grade level to the next. 



SA A U D SD ^A 

JW 2of W i; 



Item 39 (N«89) 

How raary of the SEA schools besides your own have you visited? 
W ^ 



.21 
Item hp (N=91) 

I have a good feel for what the SEA elementay programs (other than the one I 
may work in) are doing. 

SA A U D SD DA 

w w w ijr 'W 

Item la (N=91) 

I have a good feel for what the SEA secondaiy programs (other than the one I may work 
in) are doing. 

iST WWW 9r 

Item h2 (N«90) 

There is a need for more joint planning between staff manbers in elementaxy programs 
and staff members in secondary programs. 



O -SA_ ^ JL -2- DA 13 

k6% 36% h3^ 9% 2% 3% .^^ 



Item 1*3 (N=90) . 
More staff members now share in the power to make decisions about programs in 

school than before SEA began. 

SA A U _D SD DA 

22r 30? Sir tT "ET W" 

^M^^tlf f^^mbers now share in the power to make decisions about staffing in w 
school than before SEA began. 

SA A U D SD DA 
23j" W 23? 12? W 

Item U$ (N*90) 

More staff members now share in the power to make decisions about budget allocations 
in HQT school than before SEA began. 

SA A U D ^ JDA 

itT 25? W IST itT 

^The pL^nStaff advisory/governing gro^ that serves w school has a significant 
effect on decisions made about the program at the school. 
SA A U D SD DA 

Item (N"90) . , u «4«,<m«-«+ 

The parent-staff advisoxy/goveming group that serves school has a significant 

effect on decisions made about staffing at the school. 

SA ' A JL -S- SD DA 
10?" 26? 31^ 175? 8? 8^ 

Item 1*8 (N*'90) . , ^ t ji>4^.«4. «.«>«>/i,a-(- 

The parent-staff advisoiy/goveming group that serves ngr school has a siga.ficant effect 

on decisions made about budget allocations at the school. 

SA A U D SD DA 
-f" l7? IS? 19? ^ ^ 

^vm evaluation personnel (Level II) have been generally cooperative with SEA 
school staff. 

SA A U D SD DA 

w m W ^ ^ 

^StudStffisA have a choice between educational programs that are distinclty different 
from each other* 

SA A U D ^ ^ 

3sr w w w ^ 

-10- 14 



Iten 51 (N»89) 

Parents and students do not have enough access to the right kinds of information 
to make a wise choice of educational program. 

SA A U D ,SD ^Dk 
"ST 17? W W uT ^ 

Item 52 (N=SK3) 

The SEA program at iny school has produced progra^ns: that do a better job or 
teaching kids cognitive skills than are available at most other (nai-SEA) schools. 

SA A U D SD DA 
IJT W 27? llf "IT 

Item 53 (N^^O) 

The SEA program at ingr school has produced programs that do a better job of fostering 
affective learning than are available at most other (no9>>S£A) schools. 

SA A U D 
2}% 3$% 23% Q% 





Item (N=90) 

The SEA program at my school has had a positive effect on producing the kind of 
disciplinary atmosphere I feel is appropriate for the school. 

SA A U D SD DA 

12^ w- w w nr 

Item 55 (N«S>0) 

The SEA program at my school has produced programs which better serve the needs 
of students from low income families than are available at most other schools. 



SA A U D SD DA 
W W ^ 

Item 56 (N=90) 

The SEA program at bqt school has produced programs *iiich better serve the needs 
minority students than are available at most other schools. 



SA. A U D SD DA 
W 30? 11^ 8^ 3% 



Item 57 (N-90) 

The SEA program at n^r school has produced programs which better serve the purpose 
of helping all students learn to work with and respect each other than are available 
at most other schools. 



SA A U D SD DA 
11^ m ^% 1256 6% 6% 

Item 58 (N=90) 

The present city-wide standardized testing program should be continued in SEA schools. 

SA JL -2- -S2- 

9% 2$% n% 19% 27% - 
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^i^ould b^^ii favor of a city-wide standardized testing program that was ©3(panded 
to cover areas other than reading and mathematics, 

2l3r 23J 22? 2^ 

^Tfuh^t^^t^t is the available standardized test data useful to youin not 3^ 
the^owth over a period of time of individual students in reading vocabulary 
and con?>rehension skills and mathematical concepts? 

Very Somewhat Useful Only In 0^ No 
Useful Useful Very Limited Ways Jfee EA 
■ 3jR" hh% 10* 

Item 61 (N^^O) 

TO what extent is the available standardized test data useful to you in noting 
which students are signif icant]y low in reading and math skills so that other 
methods can then be used to identif^r areas that need remediation? 

Very Somewhat Useful Only In Of No 
Useful Useful v«%ry limited ways Use DA 
" U 2W 2J^ 21% 

^^rwhat^de^ee are the recordkeeping procedures at your school usef^ to you in working 
with students? 

Very Somewhat Useful Only In Of No . 

Useful Useful Very limited Ways Jfee gA 
"TtT " 1^356 21$ 3% 1S% 

^^y^^cSLt with parents, how many of them are interested lix lowing how their child 
S doing in relation to other students (the kind of information standardized tests 
could produce)? 

Most Some Only a Few No 

Parents Parents .. Parents , Parents M 
36% 3^ 5% 12% 

Item 6k (N-91) 

tfy school puts Tuesday Release Time to good use. 

SA A U D 5D DA 
-^37? 9f ^ ^ 

^nZ mch^positive effect do Tuesday Release Time activities have on your classroom 
teaching? 

A Very 

Significant Some A Little No 

Effect Effect Effect Effect J 

— w — ^■ 

-12- 
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Item 66 (N»91) 

How much positive effect do Tuesday Release Time activities have on your growth 
as an educator? 

A Very 

Significant Some A Little No 

Effect Effect Effect Effect DA 
m 13? ""S 

Item 67 (N=88) 

I don»t have enough opportunity to participate in the planning of Tuesday Release 
Time activities at my school. 

SA JL ^ ^ SD DA 
"2?" 18^ W kQ% 1S% 11% 

Item 68 (N=91) 

More Tuesday Release Time sessions should be set aside for the kind of staff 
development activities which currently are only possible through Teacher Center 
funding of staff dvertime. 

SA A U D DA 

W WWW ^% 

Item 69 (N=91) 

The Human Relations activities in school are worthwhile. 

A U D SD DA 
11? Uf 7SS 5% 




Item 70 (N=91) 

How much positive effect do Human Relations activities have on your ability 
to work with students? 

A Very 

Significant Some A little No 

Effect Effect Effect Effect DA 

"ToF 10% 21% 

Item 71 (N»91) 

How much positive effect do Human Relations activities have on your ability to work 
with staff mendsers and parents? 

A Very 

Significant Some A Little No 

Effect Effect Effect Effect DA 
W ^"213 1W 

Item 72 (N«90) 

SEA is a unique enough program to justify keeping Southeast a separate administrative 
area, at least until the federal funds expire. 

SA A U D SD DA 
53^ 1Q% 13^ ^% m 
Item 73 (N*89) 

The Minneapolis Public Schools administration and School Board are making effective 
use of what SEA staff members have learned from designing and running SEA 
e:]q)erimental programs. 

SA A U D SD DA 
Tgr 2^ 1J% IS W ~ 17 
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CONCLUSIONS 



Soma of the infoimation in this General Report is useful for drawing ooncl\isi<^s 
about the effect wiiich the Southeast Alternatives program has had on staff members. 
Other jaformation is useiV for suggesting areas In vtd.Gh inqjrovement could be 
made during the future years of the project. Following are conclusions based on 
the jjoformatian in this general report, accor^anied by references to supporting 
J^^al No conclusions have been based on differences found between the responses 
trm staff at the various schools because it is felt many such differences are 
natural given the unique character of each SEA. school program. 

Conclusions from the past experience of Southeast Alternatives t 

1) The SEA staff is committed to a wide range of educational alternatives. 
(See discussion of Item 9, p. 23) 

2) More staff members are satisfied with the program at their own school 
than are satisfied with the SEA program as a whole. In addition, 
staff feelings about the total SEA program are acanewhat dependent 
upon their feelings toward their individual school. 

(See discussion of Items 7 & 8, pp. 17, 18) 

3) About half of the staff members feel that the SEA program at their 
school has produced educational programs that do a better job than 
the progrsbs available in most non-SEA schools in the following areas $ 
teaching cognitive skUls, fostering affective learning, producing 

an appropriate disciplinary atmosphere, serving the needs of students 
from low income families, serving the needs of minoriiy students, 
and helping all students leat« to work with and respect each other. 
The area in which the most staff members feel SEA programs are si^erior 
is in fostering affective learning. 
(See discussion of Items ^2-57, PP» 3ht 35) 

k) While staff members overwheliningly felt that the addition of federal 
funds has been good for Southeast Alternatives programs, there is 
evidence that the addition of outside funds to schools for support 
of new programs carries the risk of undermining staff morale. 
(See discussion of Itans 12, 13, P- 20) 

$) A significant training effort should accou^any the initiation of a 
program of educational alternatives since the training and eaqperience 
of many staff members does not cover these alternatives. 
(See discussion of Items J$ & 16, pp. 2h, 2$) 

6) The SEA program has increased staff involvement in decision-making. 
In additicm, there is a relationship between the way staff members 
feel about their power in program deoisionHMklng and the way they 
feel about the program at their school. 

(See discussion of Items U3-U$, pp. 29, 30) 

7) SEA staff mOTlbers are veiy supportive of increased comunity involve- 
ment in school governance. In addition, feelings about ooBammity 
participation in governance are related to a staff member's age and 
area of residence. 

(See discussion of Item 37, pp. 27, 28) 
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CODclu3loR3 sugjyastin^ areas for future iByrovement in Southeast Alternatives s 



1) A significant number of staff members are dissatisfied or uncertain 
about the development of the SEA program as a whole. Two possible 
reasons for this are illuminated in the survey findings. Many staff 
members are still unclear as to the major thrists of Southeast Alter- 
natives. Also, many staff n^nibers feel dissatisfied or uncertain 
about the support given to SEA by the Minneapolis Public Schools 
administration and with the school district's assurance that the work 
of SEA staff is piwing \iseful. 

(See discussion of Items 8, 10, 31> & 73, pp- 17-19, 22, 23) 

2) A strong need is felt by staff members for more cooperative planning 
and c(»nmunlcation between elementaiy and secondary staff members. 
(See discussion of Items 38, I4I, & k^t PP- 32, 33) 

3) Some staff members feel dissatisfied or uncertain that paints and 
students have easy access to the right kind of information for making 
decisions about choosing between the alterative educational programs 
offered in Southeast Alternatives* 

(See discussion of Item $1, p. 25) 
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DATA ANAIXSIS AND INTERPRETATION 



Notes ; 

1) Findings for individual items referenced In this section can be 
found in their entirety in the section "Tabulations of Survey 
Items For All Respondents". 

2) The rate of questionnaire return from, staff at the Stee School and the 
Teacher Center was vexy low. While the rate of return from staff at 
the SEA Office was high, the total number of that group is very small. 
Therefore, tables which show a breakdown of responses to an item by 
program do not include these three sets of peqple. 

3) Most of the tables have been abbreviated to some degree to make them 
as meaningful and readable as possible. For example, respcmses of 
"does not apply to me" have been eliminated. All percentages shown 
are based oxOy on the numbers actually appearing on the table. 

k) Key to symbols used in the tables - 

SA^strongly agree A=agree U«uncertaia D*disagree • SD"»strongly disagree 
SE=Southeast Minneapolis J^ls«MiDne€5>olis 



I I Many of the tables in this section of the report contain data 

iliMIF broken down t^r school program in order that iJKiividual schools 
may know how the staff of the school responded to an item. 
One of the purposes underlying the development of a system of 
alternatives is to provide programs that vary in the amount of 
structure and/or flexibility allowed both students and staff, 
and this will necessarily resiLH in staff opinion differences 
from school to school on maz^ dimensions. For this reason the 
evaluators have refrained, in most cases, from making school- 
to-school comparisons and do not encourage others to do so. 
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staff Opinion on General Issues 

One purpose of the staff survey was to measure staff reactions to several 
vaiy general aspects of the SEA program. Items 7 and 8 show that more staff 
members feel positively about the program at their oim school {6h%) than feel 
positively about the development of SEA as a whole {$6%). Further anaOysis 
shows that a respondent's satisfaction with the program at his/her school and 
with SEA as a whole is related to the school at which the respondent works, as 
shown by Tables 1 and 2. 



TABIEI (H-7?) 

Itaiii 7 (Ovsrall, I an satisfied with the way 

the program school Is doveloping) 

BY School Progr«« 



Maroy 
Pratt/Motloy 

Tttttle 

Xrnnsltlonal 
Program 

Sr. High 

■ Program 



Sk*k 


u 


DtSD 


Total 


10 


0 


0 


10 


(loojc) 






(lOOJf) 


lit 


u 


0 


18 




(22Jf) 




(lOOjt) 


11 


0 


0 


11 


(10036) 








d 


0 


1 


9 






(11« 


(100$) 


lU 


a 






(ue*) 




ilhi) 


(lOOS) 



TABES 2 (H-78) 

Ite« 8 (Overall, I as satisfied with the way 

the SEA program aa a whole is developing.; 
BT School Progriui 





SAM 






Total 


Karoy 


6 

(55Jt) 


U 

(36Jt) 


1 

(9$) 


(ioOJt) 


pratt/MoUey 


1$ 

{79%) 


3 

(16$) 


1 

m 


19 

(100$) 


Tattle 


9 

(90%) 


(lOjS) 


0 


10 

(100$) 


Transitional 
Progran 


h 
(iiW^ 


2 

(22$) 


3 

03$) 


9 

(100$) 


Sr. High 

Progran 


8 
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Table 3 shows that people who showed satisfaction about their individual 
school (Item 7) tended to show more satisfaction toward SEA as a whole (Item 8) 
than did those who showed dissatisfaction with their school, m addition, 
peqple who showed satisfaction toward SEA as a whole tended to show more 
satisfaction about their individual school than did those who showed dissatis- 
faction toward SEA. This suggests that a person»s feelings about his school 
and SEA as a whole are related. 
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The Southeast Alternatives program has four ina;Jor thrusts or "goals 
1) offering alternatives for the decentralization of personal decision-making 
in educational programs, 2) increasing community involvement in educational 
programs, 3) decentralizing the governance of educational programs, and U) 
increasing age-level articulation within and among educational programs. 
Staff opinion about these goals are examined ii. detail in separate sections of 
the report. In a more general vein, respondents were asked whether the goals 
of SEA had been made clear to them (item 10) and whether they felt that a 
conscious effort is being made in SEA to monitor progress toward achieving 
these goals (Item 11). It is interesting that more respondents felt that 
goals are being monitored (68^) than felt the goals had been made clear to them 
{Sh%)* Graph 1 above depicts "agree*' responses to these two items by respondent 
groups. As the graph shows, the Management Team, which would be the 
group most likely to be conscious of SEA goals and progress being made toward 
achieving them, is no more in agreement with these two items than is the 
instructional staff or the support staff. Further, within each group, and 
especially within the instructional staff, there is a gap between respondents* 



ERIC 



-22- 23 



own awareness of goals and feeling goals are being monitored. This suggests 
that those respondents who do feel the goals are being monitored, especially 
from the instructional staff, feel that "someone else" is doing the monitoring. 
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Table h shows the relationship between 
feeling SEA goals have been made dear to 
them (Item 10) and feeling satisfied with 
the development of SBA as a whole (Item 8). 
Of those peq>le who feel goals have been 
made clear, 7056 are satisfied with SEA as a 
whole, while lh$ are not 'satisfied. Of 
those who feel the goals have not been made 

t 

clear, 30^ are satisfied with SEA, 30^ are 
uncertaJji, and 39% are dissatisfied with SEA. Thus, staff members who believe 
that the goals have been clearly communicated to them tend to view the 
development of SEA more positively than those who do not feel the goals were 
made clear to them. 

A general comment about staff knowledge is in order here. Items 
pertaining to a number of groups which have been formed since the beginning 
of Southeast Alternatives received a high percentage of "uncertain" responses, 
as shown below $ 

Range of percentages of 
"uncertain" responses 
33J5 - 5756 
22% - 29% 



Group 
Management Team 
Southeast Council 
school advisory/ 

governance groups 
Level I Evaluation Team 



Items 
27-30 
32-31* 

23-25 



30Jg - hy% 

21JK - 32J6 



This would seem to indicate a need for more communication to staff members 
about the roles and acconplishments of these grot^js. As Table k suggests. 
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there is very possibly a relationship between one's knowledge of SEA and his/her 
satisfaction with the overall program. 

Since SSA is part of the national &q}eriiaental Schools Program, SEA has 
received considerable federal funding support for Its various programs. Items 
12 and 13 were designed to measure staff opinion on the in;>act of federal 
money within SEA. Staff members overwhelmingly felt (Item 12) federal funds 
have been good (87^) rather than not good (6^6} for Southeast school programs. 
Reactions to the effect of federal finding on staff relations were slightly 
more mixed, however, with 1S% of the staff feeling that the addition of 
federal money had been detrimental to staff relations, and 68^ feeling that the 
money had not been detrimental. 



Table 5 shows that the educational 
support staff felt most strongly (81455) 
that the money had not had negative effects, 
while 62% of the instructional staff and 
only about half {$$%) of the Management. 
Team felt this way* 
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Table 6 shows the relationship between 
responses to Item 13 and the school 
program in which the respondent works » 
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SEA, as a sub-unit within the Minneapolis Public Schools, has a direct 
relationship with the MPS admijiistration and School Board. Three iteins examined 
staff feelings about different aspects of this relationship with the MPS adnin- 
istration and Board. The findings 



froia Item 72 show that 71 SK of the 
respondents feel SEA should be kept 
as a separate administrative area. 
Staff nierabers who are residents of 
Southeast feel this more strongly 
(81 JS) than non-Southeast residents 
(67$) as shown by the data in Table 7, 
though the difference was not found 
to be significant. 
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The data in Table 8 shows that greater 
percentages of the instructional staff 
and support staff felt that SEA should be 
kept separate administratively (72$ and 
78$ respectively) than dia the Management 
Team (U$$), but again, the difference is 
statistically non-significant. It shoiad 
be noted that shortely after the con5)letion 
of the stirvey in fsid-March, the 3i5)erintendent 
of Minne8«>olis Public Schools verbally indicated that the SEA area would be 
incorporated into one of the three larger MPS areas, but not until fall, 1975f 
a year later than was origiJially intended for this incorporation to take place. 
This ext'jnsion was primarily the result of a position paper submitted to the 
sifljerintendent by the Southeast Council, an advisory group to the SEA director 
tdiich includes a number of staff members. 
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Presumably, due to its e:q>erience of having designed and put into effect 
eaqjerimental alternative educational prograins, the SEA staff has had eaqieriences 
and gained information which could be useful to the MPS administration and 
School Board in designing other alternative educational programs in the city. 
Findings from Item 73 show that 29% of the staff members agree, are 
uncertain, and ZQ% disagree that Minneapolis Public Schools is making effective 
use of what the SSA staff has learned. 

When responses to this item are 
analyzed by group as shown in Table 9, 
responses are similarly mixed with the 
Management Team slightly more certain 
{hS%) than either the instructional 
staff i2h%) or the support staff (31^) 
that effective use is being made of 
what SEA has learned. Responses to this 
item were not found to depend i^on the 
school at which the respondent work. 

A final item examining the SEa-MPS relationship asked whether the MPS 
central administration gives adequate support to SEA (Item 31). Again, 
reactions to this item were mixed, with IM feeling MPS gives adequate support, 
}2% uncertain, and 21*5^ disagreeing that adequate support is given. Group 
responses to this item in Table 10 show that the Manageit»nt Team is somewhat 
more positive than either the instructional staff {hZ%) or the s\^port 

staff (38^) that MPS gives adequate siflpport to SEA. As responses to both 
Items 73 and 31 show, the Management Team, in general, feels slightly more 
certain that the MPS administration and School Board are involved in positive 
ways with SEA than do either the instructional staff or support staff. In 
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comparing the twp items, it should be 
noted that the percentage of staff 
disagreeing is about the same, viith the 
difference being in the percentages of 
those agreeing and uncertain. 
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The final general opinion item of the survey asked Aether an adequate 
program of eaucational alternatives should provide options to the «right" as 
well as to the «left« of center (Item 9). The staff overwheliningly (86?) 
felt that options^ to the "right" should be included, with only a small per- 
centage {k%) disagreeing with this item. 
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AS the name linpUes, Southeast Utematives is primrm dedicated to 
offering all people (ataff. parenta. and students) choioes as to how they wiU 
f It into the SEA educational program. The findings from Iten lU show that of 
the 73 respondents who work in school buildings, 63? agree that ttay were 
given real choices about their assignment within the school, while about 30* 
disagree* 

TABIB 11 (H*67) 
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Table U shows that feelings about having 
this choice were more positive at some 
schools than others. It should be stressed 
that the word "alternatives'* iii?)lies 
differences. The differences on the table 
should be interpreted as a reflection of 
the variety among SEA programs as opposed to 
a basis for judgment on the quality of 
individual programs, as the higher degree 
of flexibility built into some programs 
lends them more accomodating to staff choice of assignment. 

An important factor is. having choice is having the appropriate trad^g 
to be able to handle ar^ one of a number of choices that might be available, 
nndii^s from Item 16 show that one quarter of the staff ambers feel their 
college preparation was not adequate for their SEA assignment. 
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Tstble 12 shows that feelings about this 
differed from school to school, with Open 
School staff being the most negative about 
the adequacy of their college training. 
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It could be assianed that the uniqueness of SEA's school programs would 
find some staff wenibers less than adequately prepared for their assignment, 
and the findings Srm Item 15 show that slightly over half of the staff mewbers 

t 

(57Jg) feel they did not have an adequate background, and that only slightly 
over half of those claiia to have received additional training from SEA. Find- 
jjags from Item 17 show that of the hB staff {$3% of the total) responding who 
were in a Southeast school when SEA began In fall, 1971, only two {h%) had a 
desire to leave but stayed because of a lack of desirable position opening 
elsewhere. 

Staff opiaion on the opportunities for personal decision-making for others 
indicates that most staff members (83^) feel students in SEA have a choice 
between educational programs that are distinctly different fi-cm each other 
(Item <0)» An Iji^jortant factor in comnunity choice is having the ^propriate 
information about which alternatives are available. About 60^ of the staff 
members feel parents and students have access to the ri^t kinds of information 
(Item $1), with about 2C% feeling the right kind of inf oimatica is unavailable 
and 20^ remaining uncertain* 
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Community Involvement 

SEA'S goal of facilitating Increased coinmunity participation in the schools 
has two dimensions. Effort has been made to bring community people into the 
schools to help in naming school activities through the community volunteer 
program. Findings from Item 3S show that m of the staff agree that SEA has 
been more effective than a traditional educational program in getting 
community members to participate in school programs, with half of those 
e3q>ressing strong agreement. 

The other area of community involvement is in making decisions about 
school programs. Findings from Item 36 show that 7B% felt positive about SBA»s 
effectiveness in bringing about this type of involvement. 

TABLE 13 (N-90) 



No significant differences were found In 
this item between schools, but Table 13 
shows that staff members who are 
Southeast residents were more positive 
about SEA in this regard than were staff 
who lived outside Southeast. 
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Formal community involvement in decision-malcing is channeled through staff- 
parent "advisory" or "governing" councils which serve each of the SEA schools 
and a "Southeast {3ommunity Educational Council" irtxich advises the SEA director. 
Findings from Items 32-3U show that only ^% to 60^ of the staff members are 
po..itive about the Southeast Council in terms of the fairness of its represen- 
tation, its ability to consider important issues, and its overaU effectiveness, 
with another quarter of the staff feeling uncertain. On the question of 
overall effectiveness (Item 32) no significant differences were found between 
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the three groups of respondents (Management Team, instructional staff, educational 
support staff). 

Findings from Items U6-U8 show that staff members are somewhat mixed in 
their agreement on the effect that the advisoiy/goveming group that serves 
their school has on decision-making in the school, with about 30%-hP% being 
uncertain on each item. These items are analyzed in more detail in the section 
on Decentralization of Governance (pp. 29-31). 

Nearly all staff members (96%) felt that the community should be involved 
in decision-making at least on the level of participating on advisory grot^s 
(Item 37), with a little over half of those feeling that community members 
should participate on actual decision-making bodies. 



Table Ih shows that staff members at Marcy, tabib 2h (m-73) 
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Table 1$ and 16 show that staff members who are Southeast residents are 
more favorable to community participation on actual decision-making grot«)s than 
non-Sotttheaat residents, and that younger staff are mors favorable to this 
than older staff. 
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Dacentrftligfttion of Governance 

Governance Is the process of juaking decisions that will directly affect 
the Uves of others. Southeast Alternatives has atten?>ted to include more 
people In this process so that decision-making power is shared more widely. 
The findings from Items U3-U$ show that in three major domains of decision- 
making In the schools (programs, staffing and budget), about J40^ to $0% of 
the respondents agreed that more staff members now share In the power to make 
decisions in their schools than before SEA began, with 10^ to 20^ being uncertain, 
aboi» . 2055 disagreeing and about 205? responding that the items did not apply to 
them. Staff members were more positive about their power in the area of 
program decisions than staffing or budget areas. 



The data in Tables 17, 18 and 19 show that 
the staff in certain Schools were more 
positive about their power than staff in 
other schools in the three decision- 
making areas. 
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* allocations in sohool than bafora 
SBA baganO 

Br Sohool Profraii 





SAM 






Total 




8 

(8936) 


1 

(1136) 


0 


9 

(100J6) 


Pratt/Motlear 


8 

(SOt) 


6 

(3736) 


2 

(1336) 


16 
(10036) 


Tuttlo 


3 

(3036) 


k 
ihO%) 


3 

(3036) 


10 
(10036) 


Transitlooal 
Program 


U 
{k$%) 


3 

(3336) 


2 

(2236) 


9 

(10036) 


Sr. Hl^ 


10 

(1.036) 


7 

(2836) 


8 

(3236) 


2S 
(10096) 



(now tKtreontaiieo ore shown) 



The data In Table 20 indicates that 
staff who are positive about their power in 
program decis ion-making (Item k3) tend 
to be more positive about their echool as 
a whole than do those who are not positive 
about their power. Similar findings held 
true for Items kk and h$» 



TABUB 20 (N-70) 

Item 7 (Overall, I am satisfied with tha wigr 

tho prograsi at sehool Is devoloping. ) 
Item lt3 (More staff members now share in tlw 
power to maRe decisions about pro* 
grans in sehool than before SBA 
beg^.) 

Item 7 







SA^A 


u 


SD^D 


Total 


z 


Sk*k 


37 

(8636) 


h 

(936) 


2 


li3 

(10036) 


t 

• 
■ 


u 


10 

(5936) 


$ 

(2956) 


2 

(1236? 


17 


10 


SD*D 


h 


2 

(20^? 


k 


10 

(10036) 



(Row pereentages are iriiOMi) 



Staff opinion about the effect of the advisory/governing grovps on decision- 
making in the different schools was mixed (Items U6-h&), with the most positive 
feelings being in the area of program decisions (Item U6). 
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Tables 21, 22 and 23 show that staff in 
certain schools were more positive about 
the effect of their advisoxy/goveming group 
than staff in other schools. Responses 
from Marshall-0 High staff are omitted due 
to the fact that the MUHS Advisoxy Council 
was formed only about one month prior to the 
survey* 



TABUS 21 (H-?5> 

Itoa h& (Tha parent-staff Advisory/governing 
group that serves wjr school has a 
sifiniflcant offsot on doclsleoa Muio 
about the progran at bho s^ooX. I 
BSr Seheol Frograai • 

SA4-A V SMi Total 



Mtroy 


8. 


I 


0 


9 




m) 










9 


6 


U 


19 




(UTJf'. 








Tattlo 


9 


0 


2 


XI 










(lOOjt) ) 



(Row p«rotAU«t« ar* fihom) 



TABES Z2 (N-76) 

Item U7 (The parent-aliafr advl3ory/gowmlng 
groiq> that swvt9 ^ school has a 
aignlflcant effect on doolalona aado 
about tttoffing at the school.) 

W School Program 



TABUS 23 (H«76) 



Karejr 

Pratt/Motlv 
Tuttla 



(Row pareratagaa ara shown) 



Itoi» 



SA*A 


u 


SD+D 


Total 




10 


0 


0 


■ 10 


Harcy 


(ioo:C) 






(lOOjC) 




12 


$ 


2 


19 


t>ratt/Hotley 


(633(> 


(26%) 


(11%) 


(10030 




2 


2 


7 


11 


TutUo 


urn 


(18J5) 


(6!iSS) 


(loosf) 





(The parent-staff odvlsory/govomlng gro^» 
that servos n;^ school has a slgnlfieant 
' effect on decisions aado about budget . 
allocations at the school.) 
School Progran 

V SD«D 



SAM 



Total 



8 


2 


0 


10 


(80Sf) 


(20%) 




(lOOJJ) 


2 


10 


7. 


19 


(lUJ) 




(373J> 


(lOOJt) 


$ 


2 


h 




{h6%) 


:i8jc) 


(3S%) 


(loojt; 



(Row peroentagea ara shown) 



A9 was discussed in the section on Community Invdvement (pp. 26-28), 
findings from items 36 and 37 show that a large ma^Jority of staff members 
feel SEA has been effective in getting community members involved in decision- 
making, though there is split feeling overall as to what degree of this 
involvement is most appropriate. 



ERIC 



37- 36 



Age-Level Articulation 

Southeast Alternatives not only offers choices for a child* s education but 
atteii5>ts to articulate the alternative prograins so that this educative process 
flows smoothly from one age level to the next, from entrance into kindergarten 
to leaving high school. The findings from Item 38 show that staff members are 
fairly evenly split on whether SEA programs have the proper coordination to 
facilitate this smooth transition, with 20Sg uncertain. 

The findings from Items hP and hpL show that about 70% of the staff feel 
familiar with SEA elementary programs other than their own, while only about 
$0% feal familiar w3.th secondaxy programs other than their own. Tables Zk 
and 25 show that this familiarity breaks down as radght be eaqjected, along 
elementary/secondary school lines, though the Transitional Program staff does 
feel familiar with the elementaiy pro&-.'ams. 



TABLE 2U (M-75) 

Iteia LO (I have a good feel for whafc the SEA 

elonentary prograins (other than the one 
I may work In) aro doing.) 

BY School Prograa 



TABLE 25 (M-TS) 

Item WL (I hava a good fe«l for what tha SEA 

. secondary prograas (other than the ons 
I nay work In) are doing.) 
Bt School Prograa 





SA^A 


0 


SD+D 


Total 




SA^A 


tt 




Total 


Horoy 


10 

(1Q0S6) 


0 


0 


10 

(lOOjS) 


Mar«qr 


2 

j2pSS) 


1 

(105S) 


7 

(70SS) 


10 

(IQOJt) 


Pratt/Motloy 


17 

(89jC) 


0 


2 


1? 

(1QQJ() 


Pratt/Motloy 


h 

(223f^ 


5 

(28:$) 


9 

(S0« 


18 

(1QC*> 


Tuttlo 


7 

(6h%) 


1 


3 

(27Sf) 


11 

(100S5) 


Tttttle 


3 

(3oje) 


3 

(30SC) 


u 

(UOJf) 


10 

[iCJOif) 


Transitional 
Program 


7 

(8758) 


0 


1 

(13^) 


8 

(lOOjC) 


Transitional 
Prograa 


7 

(78^), 


1 

{11%) 


1 

(11*) 


9 

(100$) 


Sr. High 

Pifograw 


11* 


(no 


10 

(37^) 


27 

{100%) 


■ £r. Hl^ 

Prograa 


20 

(7138) 


2 

{!%) 


6 

(22jf) 


28 

(iCXJjf) 



(Kov/ pcii-cent«n:'»s wo uhowti) 



(Ro« p^rccntftKea aro obown) 
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Over 70% of the staff members have visited three or more (other than their 
own) of SEA*s six school building (Item 39). 

TABt£ 2$ (N«68) 



Table 26 data shows that people who 
were negative towards SEA overall (Item 8) 
tended to have visited fewer schools than 
those who were positive towards SEA 
overall* 



Xten 39 {Kow ntaiy of the SSA sehooli b«sidM 
your Qtm hava you TisitedT) 
Itoa 8 (Overall, I m satisfied with thtt mj 
the SSA progran as a uttole la 
developing.; 

Item 39 1-2 3 or nora 
'Schools schools 



I 
t 
e 

R 

8 



SA^A 



Visited visited 




12 


39 


$1 




{76Jt) 


(lOOJ^) 


k 


lb 


16 




(78^) 


(lOOjC) 


9 


10 


19 


ikT%) 







(Row peroentssea are shOMi) 



The findings from Itera'U2 indicate that 
over 80$ of the staff members felt 
more joint planning between elementary 
and secondary staff was needed, with 
Table 27 showing the school breakdown 
<ai this factor. 



TABLE 27 (H*7U) 

Iten 2t2 (There la a need for noro joint plaonlng 
between staff mcnbers in elementary 
programs and staff noabera in sacondacr 
prograas * ) 
EK School Pr<^r«K 



SD^D Total 



Marcy 

pratt/Motl<y 
Tuttle 



Transitional 
Program 

Sr. High 



9 


0 


0 


9 


{100%] 






(lOOJt) 


16 


1 


1 


18 


(8858) 


(6%) 




(lOOjt) 


8 


0 


2 


10 


(BOJf) 


m 


(20%) 


(100^) 


8 


0 


I 


9 


(8936) 




{il« 


(lOOjf) 


19 


3 


6 


38 


(685S) 


(lljt) 


(21%) 


(loojf) 



(KoK percontauea ©ru shorn) 



No relationship was found between feeling a need for more joint planning 
(Item U2) and feeling that SEA programs lacked the proper coordination (Item 38). 
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The Results for Students of SEA*s Programs 



Staff members were asked to rate five aspects of the programs In their 
school coi!?)ared to what they felt is available at non-SEA schools, and were 
asked to make a non-cop?>arative judgment on the disciplinary aWiaphere la 
their school. The findings from Items 52-57 aho-i that staff agreement on these 
items varies between hO% and with the most agreement coming on the effect 
of SEA on affective programs (Item 53) and helping studaats learn to work with 
and respect each other (Item 57}» 

Tables 28 to 33 show the breakdown \^ school on each of these issues. 
It should be stressed that most of these items call for a conparison of one's 
program to other non-SBA programs, and thus disagreement could aijx^ly mean that 
one felt his program to be on a par with other schools as opposed to less 
effective • 



Iton 52 (Tho SEA program at my school has produced 
prograns that do a batter job of teaching 
kids i^'ognitlvo skills than are available 
at most 0ther (non-S£A)aehooI».) 

M School Program 





SAM 




S0*D 


Total 


Marcy 


s 


h 


0 


9 


Pratt/Motlay 


U 

(5855) 




5 

(26^) 


19 

(lOOjf) 


Tuttla 


3 


3 

(273f) 


0 


(10035) 


Trans itionskl 
Progran 


5 

(56JC) 


3 

{33JC> 


1 

Cxi« 


9 

(100%) 


5r. High 
Progran 




6 

(22^) 


7 

(26« 


27 

(100^) 



TABUB 29 (M»76) 

Item $3 (The SEA program at achool ha« pro* 
duced propam that do a better Job 
of fostering affective learning than 
are available at noat other (non-SBA) 
achoola* ) 

Br School Progran ^ ^ , 

SA^A U SD^D Tbtal 



Kar^ 

Pratt/Kotlejr 

Tattle 

Tranaitional 
Progran 

Sr. High 
Progran 



10 

(10035) 


0 


0 


10 

(10OJ5) 


W 

(IS835) 


3 

(1635) 


3 

(1635) 


19 

(10035) 


e 


3 

(27;5) 


0 


U 
(10035) 


$ 

(5635) 


3 

(3335) 


1 

(1135) 


9 

(100J5) 


12 

(14535) 


9 • 

(3335) 


6 

(2235) 


27 

(10035) 



(Iter.; p'.'Z*ccnl&t:ca arc nbcvm) 



(limi porcontacos are shovn) 
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TABtS n (!f-76> 



Itoni $h (The SfiA progroni At nqr aehooX lm9 had itan 55 (The SEA program at sqr school hM pro** 

A positive effect on producing the kind duoed programs t^iich bettor Mrve the 

of diftolpllaary etno^phere I feol it needs of etudente froa lev inoom 

epproprlatn for the edio<a» } fmiUes then ere evatleble at noet . 

Br School BrofUPfm ether eeheole^} 

BK School Proipwi 







U 


S&«0 


Tota 




9k*K 






Total 




It) 

(lOOtt 


0 


0 


10 

(lOOjE) 


(torcgr 


7. 

(7o:f) 


3 

(30jf) 


0 


(100*) 


Pmtt/Kotlay 


10 


u 

(21JC^ 


S 

(26*? 


19 

(lOOjS) 


Pratt/tfotlar 


u 

(58J6) 


(26*) 


3 

{16« 


19 

(100*) 


Tattle 


9 


I 

{9%) 


X 

(9Jt) 


11 

(ioo« 


Tuttla 


U 

(36«) 


$ 


2 

(18*) 


U 

(100*) 


Traasitlonal 


3 

{22JC> 


h 




9 

(lOOlt) 


Truisltional 
Progrm 




k 


1 

(1230 


9 

(lOCQt) 


Sr. High 
ProgrM 


12 

m) 


h 


U 


27 

ClOOJt) 


; Sr. Blgjti 

ProgTM 


8 


9 

(33*) 


10 

(37*) 


27 

(100*) 



i (nw pcitjcntocoa are ;jhown) i (Rw peroontftsoe are ehown) 



% 



TABI£ 32 (M-76) 

Item $S (Tho SSA program at fogr eehool has pro- 
duced programs which better serre 
the needs of Piinorit/ etudenta than 
are available at mo»t other schools.} 

B5f School PrograJi 







U 


SD^D 


Total 




5 

(SO*) 


(50*) 


0 


10 

(xoc*) 


Pratt/Motl^ 


12 

(63*) 


k 
(21*) 


(16*) 


19 

(100*) 


Tuttia 


3 

(27*) 


6 
(55*) 


2 

(18*) 


u 

(100*) 


Transitional 
Program 


2 

(22*) 


$ 

(56*) 


2 

22*) 


(100*) 


Sr. High 

Prograa 


13 

(W*) 


6 

(22*) 


8 

(30*) 


27 

(100*) 



(Rw I'CrecntriQ^o are ohcMi) 



TABCJ5 33 (N-76) 

Item 57 (The SEA progran at school haa pro-* 
duced prograiQS which better eerve the 
purpose of helping all students learn 
to work with' and respect each other 
than are available at nost other 
achoola.) 

Bt School Prograia 





?A*A 


II 


SD+D 


Total 


Marcar 


9 

(90*) 


1 

(10*) 


0 


10 

(loo*) 


Pratt/Motley 


12 

(63*) 


3 

(16*? 


k. 
(21*) 


19 

(100*) 


Tuttlo 


6 

(55*) 


3 

(27*) 


2 

(18*) 


U 

(100*; 


Transitional 
Program 


3 

(33*) 


3 

(33*) 


3 

(33*) 


9 

(100*) 


Sr. Kleh 

Trogram 


16 

(59*) 


5 

(19*) 


6 

(22*) 


27 

(100*) 



iRbv pt:rceti tocos aro ebot.n) 
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Table 3U shows that of the staff members agreeing that SM programs do 
a better job of teaching kids cognitive skills (Item 52), more are positive 
about their school overall than are negative about their school (Item 7), but 
that of those less positive about SEA»s effect ca cognitive skills, many are 
stUl positive about their school overall. SimUar findings held true for 
Items 53-57, which makes it difficult to pin down any of the areas covered 
as more significant than the others in determining a person's attitude about 
the school he/she works in. 

labia lU (M-7?) 

lies 7 (Ovsrall, Z am satisfied with ihs war 

tha program at njr school is (iav<slo{>lng. ) 
m Item 52 (Tha SEA progran at aohool has 
* produoad prograns that do a battar 

job of taaohins kids eognltiTa 
akllls than are avollabla at noat 
other (non-SEA) schools.) 
Iten 7 



Z 
t 

a 

52 





SA+A 


n 


SD+D 


Total 


SAH 


m) 


2 


5 

{123«) 


1|2 

(lOOU) 


U 


16 


$ 

(20*) 


y 


22» 

(100^? 


SD+D 


5 


5 

<383() 


(2lijC) 


13 

(MOJC) 



(Row pareentaees are ediowi) 
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ROSTER OF PEOPLS SURVEYEP 



SEA Manaatmitnt Tm (N«12) gredn fame with labelo 



Glen ^3 
Art Lakoduk 
Tony Morlay 
Bill Phillips 
Bob Sweeney 
Ron dubb 
Betty Jo Zander 



JUi Kent 
Fred lUiyea 
Beeky LattiMre 
Ken Rueted 
Thel Koehcr 



Edttcatlonnl Support Staff (N=^7) green fonts 



Service Center^ 
Roy Almen 
IX>n Rauitsch 
Gail Vfelsh 
Rod French 
Sellv French 



Shirley Holdahl 
Jane Gawrop'ki 
Judy Farmer 
Jan Anders 
Joyce Anderson 
Ruth Anne Aldrich 



i^Free School* 
Pat Korges 
Bob DeBoer 
Marion Mowry 
Jim Gambone 



*Motley* 

Bev Bachman 
Alan Peabody 
Joan Williajoson 

Nancy Haling 



ii^Teacher Caaterw- 
Melissa Marks 
Charlotte Rogers 
Phil Cognetta 
Eleanor Felfcer 
Randy Johnson 
Diane Lassman 
Lois Brickson 
Margaret Shryer 
David 0»Fallor 



*Tuttle« 
Evel^m Czaia 
Margaret Tama 
Ken Jeddeloh 
KLllie Jo Smith 
Roger Sandau 
Bruce Graff 



*Pratt« 
Cynthia Rogers 
Eleanor Larson 
Phil LeBeau 
Suzy Gammell 



Pat Davis 
Randy Kriebel 
Jim Snaveley 
Iris Kangas 
Nadine Borchardt 
Otto l&rgatt 
Ra<^e Silman 
Jeanetx*e Molnnes 
Andrew Pogoler 
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Instructional Staff yellow fowBS 



*Tuttle^«- 
Saimdra H^pe 
Idonis Mclfeaiin 
I^tle Morray 
Mary Hyde 
Ittcy Teppen 
Janet Bemstran 
Tvonne Beseler 
John Hendridcson 
Beth Hager 
Catherine Connors 
Adeline Pleasant 
Nan(^ Mooers 
Rolsert pressor 
Katherine Henderson 
George Canney 
Felicia McCann 
Katherine Henderson 
Jttke Sullivan 



Marcia Hudson 
Peggy Hunter 
Beth Maokey 
Martha Gerrita 
Mary Lou Hartley 
Launa Ellison 
Trudie Gustad 
Carol Yoder 
Marilyn Risnes 
Wagenhals 
Stan Baird 
Nancy McKinley 
Harriet C^etz 
Hazel Gregory 
Greg Krueger 
Susan Thomas 



-»Motley«- 
Sandy Harris 
Sharon Hennemuth 
Laura Madsen 

Shirley Jurae31e-y-Picokens 
Pat Knasialc 
Richard SLlverstein 
Viola Svensson 
David Haines 
Dorothy Aaderson 



•^Pratt-J^ 
Sylvia Hatdc 
Harriet Azemove 
Audrey AUen 
Barb Kydd 
Jane Brawenoan 
Joy DeHaxporte 
Genvieve Lee 
George Nobel 
Ifyma Wente 
Joan Fehlen 
Mariljfii Oissel* 
quist 



^^Marshall-University High School* 



Bev Cottman 
Ve.lliam L»Herault 
Marcia Celusta 
Koss Green 
Bernard Robbins 
Sally Borgen 
Dagney Waldeland 
Leona Hanson 
George Patten 
Herbert Guertin 
Lester T«edell 
John Walther 
Patricia Jones 
Thomas Doggett 
Deborah Nelson 
Lester Mickelson 
Pat Thayer 
Norman Glock 
Diane Dekas 



Robert Waggoner 
Joseph Jocketty 
Bob Baker 
Arthur Cbiodo 
lyle Christensen 
Sheridon Jaeche 
Miriam Kelly 
Thomas Keljik 
Susan Kairies 
Inez Todd 
Ju<^ Devln 
Gordon Wilcox 
Ella Peploe 
Dean Aker 
Eleanor Passon 

Laeille Daley 

Jerome Bisek 
Carole Russell 



Barbara Rodeberg 
Howard Nordby 
Mary Apxi Rizzato 
Andrew Ostoseski 
Bill Ronning 
Maiyls Hubbard 
Phyllis Dalman 
Gary Strom 
John Wold 
Bart MoDonougb 
Melvin Hoke 
Dennis Carey 
Carol HorswiU 
Gene Lohman 
Jim Seeden 
Art Froehle 
Joan Xesner 
Anne Demuth 
Dianne Chase 



Helen Mose 
Carol Wogensen 
Barb G^alinski 
Robert Manston 
Lou laoarella 
Check Jacobsen 
Arturo Herrera 
Barbara Gunderson 
Don Eyberg 
Rita Drone 
Peter Bast 
Marva Wsbater 
Edward Prohof sky 
Jean Stancari 
John Jurisch 
Bill Gaslin 
Renee Havig 
John Freeman 
F. Wold 



Wendy West 
Rodney West 
Rich Osterberg 
Kathy Engdahl 
Dcoi Brundage 
Morrie Duenow 



^Frae School-»{- 

Carol Sroufe 
Ellen Meier 
Steve Aberle 
Brenda Gates 
Mark Nordell 



Ro-Anne Elliot 
Jim S^perly 
Margaret Jones 
Tom Odendahl 
Rick Watson 
Al Phelan 
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